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*IIC 249  The question this article addresses is whether patent law is the 
appropriate forum to ban polluting inventions, especially those that emit 
greenhouse gases. To answer this question, this paper scrutinises the functions 
and justifications for patent law, the morality and ordre public provision (Art. 
53(a) European Patent Convention) and supplementary protection certificates, 
along with the relevant case law and literature. This paper finds that patent law 
is only apparently neutral, and therefore this is not a hindrance to its having a 
role to play in prohibiting polluting technologies and also in encouraging the 
invention and use of clean technologies. This is also congruent with current 
patent law rationales and arguments advanced by commentators, and others 
advocated by the author. This paper concludes that European patent laws should 
be modified to strengthen the prohibition of polluting inventions and grant 
favoured treatment to green inventions, especially those reducing greenhouses 
gases in the earth's atmosphere.   
*IIC 250  Introduction   
Few would now deny that humans are causing the global warming of the planet to the 
extent that our survival is threatened.1 The so-FDOOHG³JUHHQ-KRXVHHIIHFW´RU³FOLPDWH
FKDQJH´LVPDLQO\FDXVHGE\WKHUHOHDVHRIWRRPDQ\³JUHHQKRXVHJDVHV´*+*LQWRWKH
atmosphere.2 The numbers speak for themselves. For instance, about 80% of the extra 
man-made CO2 comes from burning oil, coal and gas, and 20% from deforestation or other 
land changes.3 In the European Union (EU), the transport sector is the fastest growing 
source of CO2 emissions.4 In 1990, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
already stated that to stabilise concentrations of CO2, current emissions would have to be 
reduced by between 60 and 80%.5   
The main cause of the increase in GHG emissions is no doubt industrial development. A 
major inducement for industrial development is arguably the law itself. Patent law and its 
alternatives (confidential information or trade secrets) were created chiefly as an incentive 
to innovate6 and thus put new technologies on the market. Patent protection was launched 
at the same time as industrialisation.7 $QG³HDFKLQFUHDVHLQWKHOHYHORISDWHQWSURWHFWLRQ
FRUUHVSRQGVWRSURJUHVVLQWKHLQGXVWULDOLVDWLRQSURFHVV´8 although there is no conclusive 
evidence of a link between the two.9 Since the 1990s, *IIC 251  the EU has done a lot to 
reduce GHG emissions by way of environmental Directives and Regulations. As bluntly 
stated by one of the chief architects of solutions to global warming, Yvo de Boer, we need 
regulation; the lack of a legal framework is one of the factors why nothing happens.10 The 
question this statement triggers is whether patent laws should do something too. Can 
SDWHQWODZEHD³WRRORIHQYLURQPHQWDOSROLF\´"11 Is it the role of patent law to further 
environmental protection? Would not an eco-friendly patent law send a message to 
LQYHQWRUVWKDWWKH\FDQQRWSDWHQW³HYHU\WKLQJXQGHUWKHVXQ´",ILWGRHVQRWWKHVXQ
might stD\EXWWKHHDUWKLQFOXGLQJLQYHQWRUVDQGLQYHQWLRQVPLJKWGLVDSSHDU« 
The question this article poses is whether patent law is an appropriate forum to protect the 
environment and, more particularly, reduce the release of GHG into the atmosphere. The 
underlying aim of this article is to discover whether patent law is intrinsically, explicitly or 
implicitly, directly or indirectly, geared to the protection of the environment or not. To 
answer this question, the article first reminds us of the roles and justifications for patent 
law (section 1). After having discovered that none of the patent functions and justifications 
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refer to the environment, let alone to the reduction in GHG emissions, an analysis of 
positive law shows that, despite patent law's apparent neutrality, it carries the seeds of 
GLIIHUHQWLDWLRQDQGFDQWKHUHIRUHDOORZIRUVSHFLDOWUHDWPHQWRI³JUHHQLQYHQWLRQV´VHFWLRQ
2). The as yet very few commentators who have written about the topic also agree that 
patent law should differentiate in some cases, including environmental protection (section 
3). This article answers the question from a European perspective, therefore concentrating 
on EU and European law (mainly the European Patent Convention (EPC)) as well as national 
patent laws (with an avowed bias towards UK law).  
1. Patent Law Rationales: Justifications, Functions and Roles, or 
Ideology?   
There are four main justifications for patents. As has been noted, these were the original 
ones proposed to introduce patents in the 19th century and they have still not changed 
much today.12 One first simple reason is that it is just that the inventor be granted 
exclusive property rights on his or her invention. In other words, it is fair that inventors 
should be rewarded for their innovations. A second reason, which can be said to be a 
sub-category of this *IIC 252  ³MXVWLFHDUJXPHQW´LVWKHVR-called labour (based on John 
Locke's writings13 ) or natural rights theory. A third justification for patents is to give 
inventors an incentive to innovate (utilitarian rationale). Finally, patent laws can also be 
based on a social contract. According to this theory, the patentee obtains an exclusive right 
on his invention but in return he must disclose it to the public in such a way that it can be 
understood and reproduced by persons skilled in the art. According to this theory, patent 
law's function is an informative one.  
There is a fifth justification that Machlup and Penrose, unsurprisingly, did not mention. It is 
based on Kant's and Hegel's writings.14 The theory can be briefly summarised as follows. 
³ 3URSHUW\ ULJKWV DUH FUXFLDO WR WKH VDWLVIDFWLRQ RI VRPH IXQGDPHQWDO KXPDQ QHHGV
policymakers should thus strive to create and allocate entitlements to resources in the 
IDVKLRQWKDWEHVWHQDEOHVSHRSOHWRIXOILOWKRVHQHHGV´15 Therefore, intellectual property 
rights should be recognised to protect the personality that creators express through their 
LQWHOOHFWXDOSURGXFWLRQVRUEHFDXVHWKHULJKWVZLOO³FUHDWHFRQGLWLRQVFRQGXFLYHWRFUHDWLYH
intellectual activity, which in turn LVLPSRUWDQWWRKXPDQIORXULVKLQJ´16 Fisher summarises 
as follows: J. Hughes' reading of Hegel's philosophy is applied to intellectual property, 
which is, he notes, probably one of the most developed. Hughes  
derives from Hegel's Philosophy of Right the following guidelines concerning the proper 
shape of an intellectual property system: (a) We should be more willing to accord legal 
protection to the fruits of highly expressive intellectual activities, such as the writing of 
novels, than the fruits of less expressive activities, such as genetic research. (b) Because 
DSHUVRQ
V³SHUVRQD´- KLV³SXEOLFLPDJHLQFOXGLQJKLVSK\VLFDOIHDWXUHVPDQQHULVPVDQG
KLVWRU\´  - is an importDQW ³ UHFHSWDFOH IRU SHUVRQDOLW\´  LW GHVHUYHV JHQHURXV OHJDO
protection, despite the fact that ordinarily it does not result from labour. (c) Authors and 
inventors should be permitted to earn respect, honour, admiration and money from the 
public by selling or giving away copies of their works, but should not *IIC 253  be 
permitted to surrender their right to prevent others from mutilating or misattributing their 
works.17   
As can readily be seen, this theory has mainly been used to justify the granting of moral 
rights (paternity, integrity) to authors of literary works and the like. As patent law protects 
the expression of the personality of the inventor to a lesser degree than copyright law, the 
justification is less important in the field of patents. It has therefore generally been referred 
to less and has traditionally not yet played a great role.18 We will therefore not analyse it 
here in more detail.  
Machlup & Penrose have neatly summarised the logic behind each of the four 
above-mentioned justifications and we cannot do better than quote them here:  
Argument type one: A man has a natural property right on his own ideas. Their 
appropriation by others must be condemned as stealing. Society is morally obligated to 
recognise and protect this property right. Property is in essence exclusive. Hence 
enforcement of exclusivity in the use of a patented invention is the only appropriate way for 
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society to recognise this property right.  
Argument type two: Justice requires that a man receive and therefore that society secure 
him, a reward for his services in proportion as these services are useful to society. 
Inventors render useful services. The most appropriate way to secure to inventors rewards 
commensurate with their services is by means of exclusive patent rights in their inventions.  
Argument type three: Industrial progress is desirable to society. Inventions and their 
exploitation are necessary to secure industrial progress. Neither invention nor exploitation 
will be obtained to any adequate extent unless inventors and capitalists have hopes that 
successful ventures will yield profits which make it worth their while to make their efforts 
and risk their money. The simplest, cheapest, and most effective way for society to hold 
out these incentives is to grant exclusive patent rights in inventions.  
Argument type four: Industrial progress is desirable to society. To secure it at a sustained 
rate it is necessary that new inventions become generally known as parts of the technology 
of society. In the absence of protection against immediate imitation of novel technological 
ideas, an inventor will keep his invention secret. The secret will die with him, and society 
will thereby lose the new art. Hence it is in the interest of society to induce the inventor to 
disclose his secret for the use of future generations. This can be best done by granting 
exclusive patent rights to the inventor in return for public disclosure of his invention.19   
There is general agreement that each of these four theories can alone justify the 
introduction of patent laws and are therefore independent of each other, *IIC 254  and 
that they can also be combined.20 This means that they are not (necessarily) conflicting. It 
is also clear that none of the patent justifications refer to the environment, let alone to the 
reduction in GHG emissions. It is not proposed to detail the content of the justifications as 
they are well known to intellectual property lawyers; the reader will be usefully referred to 
the literature.21 Nevertheless, a few words need to be added about a significant feature of 
the incentive theory, as this theory provides the single most important justification at the 
basis of current patent laws in Europe.22 Underlying this justification is the principle of 
neutrality of patent law.23 1HXWUDOLW\PHDQVWKDWSDWHQWODZ³PDNHVQRYDOXHMXGJHPHQWV´
24
 and treats all inventions equally.25 In other words, there is no special regime or priority 
given to certain types of inventions.26 This is reflected in the Paris Convention of 1883. The 
neutrality principle is linked to the idea of legal specialisa *IIC 255  tion, which also 
SHUYDGHVRWKHUDUHDVRIWKHODZDQGPHDQVWKDW³HDFKDUHDRIWKHODZKDVDGLVFrete and 
separate function which it should pursue and, correspondingly, that it is wrong for these 
IXQFWLRQVWREHFRQIXVHGRUFRQIODWHG´27   
A final aspect should be mentioned: the patent system also acts as a way of knowing which 
inventions the state considers deserving of protection.28 This is actually quite an important 
aspect of the patent system for our discussion because, if the state is happy to grant 
patents to polluting inventions, it arguably sends the wrong signal. As has been noted, this 
³SXEOLFVDQFWLRQ´IXQFWLRQZDVFRQVLGHUHGYHU\VHULRXVO\³LQWKHHWKLFDOGHEDWHVDERXW
whether patents should be granted for genetically modified humans, animals and 
SODQWV´29   
2. Not So Neutral: The Underlying Belief in Progress, the Notion of Ordre 
Public and the Special Treatment Given to Some Inventions   
When patent law is scrutinised more closely, one discovers that it is not completely neutral. 
Underlying the still dominant incentive function, which includes this notion of neutrality, is 
the intrinsic assumption that progress is good for society (sub-section 2.1.). In any case, 
whatever the rationale on which current patent laws are based, it appears that European 
(through the EPC), EU and, by a domino effect, national patent laws provide special 
regimes for some inventions. Some are excluded (those that are contrary to morality and 
ordre public ) whilst some are favoured (pharmaceutical and plant protection products) 
(sub-section 2.2.). Furthermore, some commentators have encouraged the questioning of 
patent law's traditional functions or even further, called for the patent system to change 
and grant special treatment to some inventions, in view of their utility to society 
(sub-section 2.3.).  
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2.1. Scratching Under the Surface of the Incentive Theory: Revisiting the 
Idea of Progress   
As stated in the first section, the incentive theory is still the main justification in Europe for 
patent laws nowadays, together with the disclosure function. *IIC 256  At the core of the 
incentive function lies the important assumption that technical progress is socially 
desirable.30 This assumption has not been discussed much as it is a generally accepted 
notion in today's society. However, because of this assumption, it can be said that patent 
law is not neutral. It is neutral in the sense that it will treat all technical inventions equally, 
but above this level of abstraction it is not neutral in the sense that it affirms that all 
technical inventions are necessarily desirable. By this assumption, patent laws take the 
view that technical progress is per se a good thing.31 The assumption hides a belief, if not 
an ideology, that technical progress will always improve human conditions. A summary of 
WKH³SURJUHVV LGHRORJ\´LVWKHUHIRUHLQRUGHU 
In his very informative article, W. Van Caenegem shows that much of intellectual property 
law, and patent law in particular, is underpinned by the idea of and belief in progress.32 The 
idea of progress was developed during the Enlightenment, in the 17th and 18th centuries, 
continuing into the 19th century, and rested upon three precepts: (1) the continuous 
increase of human knowledge (intellectuDOHQOLJKWHQPHQW³WKHSUDFWLFDOXVHIXOQHVV
and application of knowledge for the satisfaction of material wants and the solution of 
social problems; and [3] the belief that the application of knowledge would lead to a 
perfected man living in perfect FRQGLWLRQVLQDSHUIHFWHGZRUOG´33 In other words, progress 
will lead to greater happiness, liberty and justice for all.34 9LHZHGLQWKLVZD\³WKHEHOLHILQ
SURJUHVVZDVDNLQWRDUHOLJLRQ«DQGLWJDYHULVHWRDQHZVFLHQFHRISROLWLFDOHFRQRP\
VSHFLILFDOO\DLPHGDWPD[LPLVLQJ WKHVDWLVIDFWLRQRIZDQW LHPDWHULDOZHOIDUH´ 35 The 
focus was therefore on material wealth and social advancement, not personal spiritual 
development.36 This idea of progress is based on the satisfaction of a desire for material 
improvement in contrast (specifically) to the Christian values of simplicity and frugality. In 
our contemporary society, this idea of *IIC 257  progress that science is there to satisfy 
every human want is still alive and well.37 7KLVEHOLHI³DOVRWHQGVWRDXWRPDWLFDOO\HTXDWH
technological change with an increase in the welfare of the individual, elevating innovation 
WRWKHSRVLWLRQRIDJRRGSHUVH´38   
However, this belief is not without its limits, negative consequences and critics. One limit is 
posed by our environment. By definition, the earth has finite resources so that progress 
cannot be continuous. This shows the danger of the belief. A counter-argument is to say 
that the answer is in progress itself. Technology will solve all problems even that of finite 
resources.39 A negative consequence of the progress ideology is that it can lead to cultural 
annihilation and imperialism. The introduction of material acTXLVLWLRQVRI³PRUHDGYDQFHG´
VRFLHWLHV ZLOO JHQHUDOO\ ³ UHVXOW LQ D SDUWLDO GHVWUXFWLRQ RI WKH µ SULPLWLYH¶  VRFLHW\
V
FXOWXUH´ 40 This example shows that the progress ideology behind most intellectual 
property laws (as most of them were introduced in the West where the ideology was 
sparked) is not universal.41 Some cultures still favour imitation over innovation. Recently, 
the ideology of material progress has also been criticised by environmentalists, religious 
groups or political activists.42 One such criticism is that whilst to a certain extent it is 
undeniable that material progress brings happiness - if human beings lack basic food, 
medicine and shelter, they will inevitably be unhappy - there may come a point where the 
satisfaction of desires rather than needs is not necessary.43   
In sum, Western intellectual property laws are still imbued with the progress ideology and 
are thereby in this sense not neutral. Patent law is no exception.  
2.2. Special Treatment in Patent Laws   
$SDUWIURPWKLV³KLGGHQ´VXEMHFWLYHMXVWLILFDWLRQRIFXUUHQWSDWHQWODZVLQ(XURSHWKHUHDUH
also specific provisions that disprove patent laws' apparent neutrality. There are mainly 
two types of provisions: Art. 53(a) of the EPC which excludes inventions contrary to 
morality and ordre public (sub-section 2.2.1.) and supplementary protection certificates 
which grant a longer term of protection to medicinal and plant protection products 
(sub-section 2.2.2.). The content of these provisions is analysed hereunder in some detail. 
As will be seen, in relation to this article's inquiry, the ordre public provision *IIC 258  as 
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interpreted also prevents the patentability of environmentally damaging inventions.  
2.2.1. Morality and Ordre Public   
It has been said that until the issue of biotechnology arose, patent law was considered 
³FORVHGRIIIURPH[WHUQDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQV´44 i.e. neutral. This is not entirely correct as at 
least in the UK, Sec. 19 of the predecessor to the current Patent Act already provided that 
immoral inventions should be refused.45 Right from the origin of patent law, the first Patent 
6WDWXWHRIDOUHDG\SURYLGHGWKDWDSDWHQWFRXOGRQO\EHJUDQWHGLILWZDV³QRWFRQWUDU\
WRODZRUPLVFKLHYRXVWRWKH6WDWH´46 and in fact every Patent Act in the UK carried this 
provision until now.47 Biotechnology and the issue of the patenting of life has not created 
but only exacerbated the issue.  
Article 53(a) EPC prevents the patenting of immoral inventions and inventions that are 
contrary to ordre public. 48 This is also reflected at the international level (albeit as an 
option to countries rather than an obligation as in the EPC) in Art. 27(2) of the TRIPs 
Agreement.49 It can therefore be said *IIC 259  that such inventions enjoy a special 
treatment, albeit negative. This treatment compares with the exclusion of computer 
programs, presentations of information, discoveries, etc. from patentability in Art. 52(2) 
EPC. Article 53's simple statement could by itself prove that patent law is not neutral as it 
discriminates between certain types of inventions. But one still needs to examine how the 
provision has been interpreted. For about two decades, there was no occasion for this 
Article to be interpreted through case law.50 The EPO's Official Guidelines for Examination 
recommended a very narrow interpretation of the provision51 and the origins of Art. 53(a) 
also favour such a restrictive interpretation, which was also the case in national patent laws 
in the past,52 although these guidelines are not binding. Then came the Onco-Mouse and 
Plant Genetic Systems cases.53   
These two cases considered what is meant by an invention contrary to ordre public or 
morality under the EPC. The rulings can be summarised as follows. Article 53(a) is an 
exception and must be narrowly construed.54 Morality and ordre public are two different 
concepts.55 0RUDOLW\ UHIHUV WR ³ the belief that some behaviour is right and acceptable 
whereas other behaviour is wrong, this belief being founded on the totality of the accepted 
QRUPVZKLFKDUHGHHSO\URRWHGLQ´WKH(XURSHDQFXOWXUHDQGordre public ³FRYHUVWKH
protection of public security and the physical security of the individuals as part of society. 
7KLV FRQFHSW HQFRPSDVVHV DOVR WKH SURWHFWLRQ RI WKH HQYLURQPHQW´ 56 For a polluting 
invention to be contrary to ordre public, the *IIC 260  damage to the environment must 
be serious.57 )XUWKHUDFFRUGLQJ WR WKH(32 WHFKQRORJ\ LVQHXWUDO ,WFDQEHXVHG³ IRU
constructive or destructLYHSXUSRVHV,WZRXOGXQGRXEWHGO\EHDJDLQVWµordre public ¶RU
morality to propose a misuse or a destructive use of these techniques. Thus, under Article 
D(3&QRSDWHQWPD\EHJUDQWHGLQUHVSHFWRIDQLQYHQWLRQGLUHFWHGWRVXFKDXVH´58   
Even if it might be difficult to judge whether an invention is immoral or contrary to ordre 
public, the EPO agreed that it should nevertheless do so.59 This judgement cannot be made 
by way of surveys or opinion polls.60 This is because they can fluctuate according to various 
factors. To be relied on, they would have to be made ad hoc, which is scarcely feasible. 
There are two ways in which to evaluate whether an invention is contrary to morality or 
ordre public. One is a cost/benefit analysis (CBA). In other words, one should weigh up the 
risks and benefits of the invention. This is the approach adopted in the Onco-Mouse case, 
which dealt with the patenting of a genetically modified mouse so that it is more likely to 
develop cancer.61 There were three interests to be weighed in Onco-Mouse: the interests in 
reducing human disease, in not causing animals to suffer and in protecting the 
environment against uncontrolled dissemination of unwanted genes. As far as protection of 
the environment is concerned, the examining division said that the animals were only to be 
used in laboratories in controlled conditions by qualified staff.  
Therefore the risk of an uncontrolled release is practically limited to intentional misuse or 
blatant ignorance on the part of the laboratory personnel carrying out the tests. The mere 
fact that such uncontrollable acts are conceivable cannot be a major determinant for 
deciding whether a patent should be granted or not.62   
Weighing up these three interests, the examining division considered the invention 
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patentable and not immoral or contrary to ordre public. It added that an invention is not 
immoral because it is beneficial to mankind. This test (CBA) can be used in morality cases, 
ordre public cases or both.63   
*IIC 261  Another approach is that taken in the Plant Genetic Systems case. This case 
dealt with the patenting of plants genetically modified to resist herbicides. The Board held 
WKDWWKH³EDODQFLQJH[HUFLVH´RIEHQHILWVDQGGLVDGYDQWDJHVXVHGLQOnco-Mouse LV³QRW
the only way of assessing patentability with regard to Article 53(a) EPC, but just one 
possible way, perhaps useful in situations in which an actual damage and/or disadvantage 
IRUH[DPSOHVXIIHULQJRIDQLPDOVDVLQWKHFDVHRI'HFLVLRQ7DERYHH[LVWV´64 The 
facts of the PGS case led to the application of another test, that of sufficient evidence of 
actual disadvantages.65 This evidence must exist at the time the EPO is asked to revoke the 
patent.66 If no such evidence exists, there is no reason for not allowing the grant of, or for 
revoking, the patent on the basis of Art. 53(a). In the PGS case, the threat to the 
environment which the invention may cause was not sufficiently substantiated and the 
invention could therefore be patented.67   
,QUHODWLRQWRWKHHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHULVNVRIWKHLQYHQWLRQWKH(32KHOGWKDWZKLOVW³SDWHQW
offices are placed at the crossroads betweHQVFLHQFHDQGSXEOLFSROLF\´68 they are not alone 
as there are authorities and bodies, in particular regulatory ones whose role it is inter alia 
to assess the hazards linked to the exploitation of a given technology.69 It previously held 
that it was not its task to regulate the handling of dangerous materials but that of 
specialised entities.70 This remains good law but the EPO will still be compelled by Art. 
53(a), on the basis of the patent application and the evidence submitted by the parties, to 
refuse the patenting of an invention contrary to morality or ordre public. To this extent, its 
role overlaps slightly with that of those bodies. Indeed, the Board specifically held that it is 
not always possible just by looking at the patent application to know the risks associated 
with the exploitation of the invention.71 However, the interpretation of the PGS case on this 
point is not unanimous. It has been argued, *IIC 262  erroneously in our view, that the 
Board meant that only the regulatory bodies can check the risks of the invention.72   
The above summary is in essence how the EPO evaluates the ³PRUDOPHULW´RIDQLQYHQWLRQ
It must be stressed that as the moral standards have been shaped by the TRIPs Agreement, 
the EPC and the EU through the so-called Biotechnology Directive,73 and thus by three 
different legal systems, the interpretation of the standard may differ.74 It has been argued 
that there is no understanding on the correct interpretation of the concepts of morality and 
ordre public. 75 The interpretation above is that of the EPO and only binds the EPO, and not 
always national courts.76 It does not bind the EU; therefore, the ECJ does not have to follow 
this definition of morality and ordre public when interpreting the Biotechnology Directive. 
In the same vein, a WTO panel's interpretation of serious prejudice to the environment 
may be different from that of the EPO. It is to be hoped, however, that national patent 
offices and courts would try and align themselves with the EPO's case law, as the UK would 
do.  
2.2.2. Supplementary Protection Certificates  
In contrast with morality and ordre public which apply negatively (i.e. to prevent the 
patenting of certain inventions), but also despite its apparent neutrality, patent law favours 
certain inventions according to the field of technology concerned. This consists of the 
special regime for medicinal and plant protection products by way of supplementary 
protection certificates (SPCs).77   
Because it often takes a long time for a patentee to receive the marketing authorisation for 
medicinal and plant protection products from the relevant European and/or national 
agency,78 he or she has less time than other patentees to reap the benefits of his or her 
patent as time is lost between the grant of the patent and that of the authorisation. 
Therefore, the EU passed two Regulations to grant an additional term of protection for 
medicinal and plant protection products.79 These are new rights and they do not apply to 
*IIC 263  patented inventions as such, so as not to conflict with Art. 63 EPC which sets out 
the maximum term of protection.80 But, in practice, the SPCs can be said to extend the 
patent term beyond 20 years when the authorisation has been long awaited. The maximum 
duration of an SPC is five years.81 The SPCs do not apply if the patent is at some point 
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invalidated or revoked.  
The SPCs arguably show that the EU favours inventions involving pharmaceuticals and 
plants over other types of inventions. However, it could also be argued that SPCs do not 
confer a special treatment but are simply there to restore the imbalance created by the 
difference between inventions that require an authorisation and those that do not, and 
which the patent owner can exploit right from the moment his or her patent is granted by 
the EPO or national office. Notwithstanding this argument, it can still be argued on the 
exclusive basis of Art. 53(a) EPC that patent law is not totally neutral. If one wanted even 
more proof of this differentiation, one could also cite the exclusion of certain inventions, 
especially methods for treatment of the human or animal body by surgery or therapy (Art. 
52(4) EPC), which like Art. 53(a) negatively treats such inventions by excluding them from 
patentability.  
2.3. Conclusion   
At the close of this subsection, it is therefore disputable that patent law is totally neutral, 
especially towards environmentally damaging inventions. Even if it can be argued that the 
protection of the environment, and by implication the reduction of GHG, is not one of the 
patent goals, the existence of Art. 53(a) EPC and its interpretation by the EPO show that 
patent law has the potential to be congruent with it. In principle, the excessive release of 
GHG, and definitely that of other per se polluting substances, by an invention can 
potentially seriously damage the environment. In any case, the fact that the EPO has 
agreed to look at the impact of patents on the environment may show that the case law is 
already developing towards recognition of another role of patent law: that of protection of 
the environment.  
However, neither the EPC nor national laws take a clear stance in respect of eco-friendly 
inventions. In other words, they do not treat them specifically. Article 53(a) as interpreted 
by the EPO does not encourage the patenting of eco-friendly inventions, but merely 
discourages inventions that damage the environment and prevents those that seriously 
damage it. Patent law is still neutral in the sense that all inventions, whatever their utility, 
are treated in the same way. The next section reviews arguments to change patent law to 
take account of the utility of inventions.  
*IIC 264  3. Should the Patent Justifications Be Revisited and Green 
Inventions Be Treated Differently?   
At different periods, an - albeit small - number of authors have called for a reconsideration 
of the neutrality of patents, and even the justifications for patents. Underlying their 
reflections are two related ideas: the purpose of granting patents is to benefit society and 
the blind belief in progress should be reconsidered. Some have even called for a 
modification of the patent system to grant special treatment to some inventions, 
depending on their utility to society. Section 3 first retraces the history of these arguments 
and then examines which patent justifications are more apt to take these ideas into 
account before concluding.  
3.1. What Does the Literature Say?   
The idea that patents should only be granted to socially useful inventions is not new. As 
early as the 19th century, it was already argued that the social utility of an invention should 
determine its fate. R. Macfie, one of the fiercest anti-patent advocates of the 19th century, 
recommended this idea. Although he was against patents, Macfie was in favour of 
rewarding inventors for the invention's social utility (by way of prizes rather than 
patents).82 In fact, until the middle of the 19th century, the quality of the invention 
mattered a lot.83 In the UK for instance, the 1852 Patent Law Amendment required that the 
invention be of great public utility.84 Then this idea was abandoned as it was gradually 
EHOLHYHGWKDWWKHODZ³ZDVLOOHTXLSSHGWRPDNHVXEMHFWLYHTXDOLWDWLYHGHFLVLRQV´85 It was 
thought that, since the value of an invention can only be known retrospectively, one should 
not make value judgements when granting patents.86 Thus questions of judgement have 
not been made in 20th century intellectual property law.87 Merit or value is (still) irrelevant 
in copyright law for instance.  
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The idea of discriminating between patents according to their value came back into fashion 
in the 1970s, probably because this was the time when Japan and the United States 
introduced a special regime for environmentally friendly inventions.88 This change was 
probably triggered because commen *IIC 265  tators started doubting that progress has 
only beneficial effects.89 Two authors re-proposed special treatment of certain inventions 
at the dawn of the 1970s. For Blum, who notes the devastating effects that the application 
of some inventions that emanate harmful substances can have on human beings and the 
environment in general,90 patents can play a role in the protection of the environment.91 
Accordingly, patent law should stimulate inventions which preserve the environment or 
repair environmental damage. Beier more generally makes the case that patent law should 
discriminate according to the social utility of the invention.92 In other words, patent law's 
neutrality should be scrapped.93 Present patent laws have a meaningless requirement of 
utility as it is already fulfilled if any sort of utility exists.94 On the other hand, whilst it is true 
that the idea of social utility also appears in the exclusions to patentability, mainly the 
exclusion of inventions that are immoral or offend ordre public, 95 patent laws do not make 
differentiations between inventions of great and little social utility. As Beier's image clearly 
SXWVLW³>W@KHLPSURYHPHQWRIDVKRHODFHLVWUHDWHGWKHVDPHDVWKHSLRQeer invention of 
DQHZDQWLELRWLF´96 In his view,  
[i]f it is the purpose of patent protection to encourage inventions which are useful to 
society, then two conclusions should be self-evident; first, inventions that are of no use or 
even damaging to society should not be patented and second, inventions that are of special 
and particular utility for the economy or for society should be patentable and even enjoy 
preferential treatment.97   
These ideas meet with the prohibition of inventions contrary to morality and ordre public, 
and more specifically with the ruling in Plant Genetic *IIC 266  Systems, 98 and with 
Blum's more specific proposal that patent law should stimulate green technologies.  
These ideas have probably re-emerged in the 1990s because of the development of 
biotechnology and the subsequent debate about the appropriateness of patenting life. 
Whilst not elaborating new theories and proposals, several authors have simply pointed out 
that the current justification of patent law based on the blind belief in progress should be 
reassessed because of the negative consequences it can have on society, the environment 
and culture.99 3DWHQWODZLVQRW³DQHXWUDOLQVWUXPHQWDQGWHFKQRORJLFDOLQQRYDWLRQLVQRWD
µ JRRG¶  LQ LWVHOI´ 100 7KHJUDQWLQJ RI D SDWHQW ³ FRUUHVSRQGV WR Dpublic reward for a 
contribution to scientific progress and consequently to the well-being of humankind: thus 
inventions which create threats of irreversible damage to the global environment do not 
IXOILO WKLVEDVLFUHTXLUHPHQW´101 In sum, as Beier already proposed, patent law should 
satisfy human needs. 102   
3.2. Are the Justifications Amenable to the Goal of Environmental 
Protection?   
The relevance of these proposals has increased in the 21st century. In the light of the 
current global warming problem, it is arguably time to seriously review the tercentennial 
patent law theories and their underlying assumptions to see if they still make sense.103 
Some justifications are more easily reconcilable with or can integrate the protection of the 
environment better than others. The reward theory makes the assumption that all 
inventions are useful. This assumption is arguably incorrect. Some are not useful (for 
instance if they are trivial or offensive to morals or ordre public ) and some are less useful 
than others. So perhaps it is possible to keep the reward theory to justify patents by 
modifying its underlying assumption as follows: if an invention is useful, it is just to reward 
the inventor. It may be easier to reshape the justification of patent law if it is made on the 
labour theory. *IIC 267  According to Locke's writings, humans must leave enough that is 
equally as good in the commons and cannot destroy or spoil the commons (so-called 
³QRQ-ZDVWHFRQGLWLRQ´104 If this does not provide an argument to discriminate between 
inventions, it definitely means that no one is allowed to harm the commons. Therefore, an 
invention may not harm the environment, as the environment is indisputably the 
commons.105 Also, as opposed to the incentive theory, the concept of neutrality is not 
inherent to these two justifications so that they are more amenable to differential 
treatment.106   
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It is arguably more difficult to re-shape patent law's role pursuant to the incentive theory 
because of the belief in material progress.107 Indeed, as implied in part of the literature, the 
themes of technology and the environment are intrinsically linked; technology has an 
impact on the environment because it changes previous environmental conditions.108 
Therefore, patent laws, as engines driving technological advance, are responsible for the 
impact patented inventions have on the environment. Pollution comes mainly from 
industrial activity109 and therefore from new products that were once or are still protected 
by patents or as trade secrets. One could therefore argue that the progress ideology is one 
of the causes of environmental damage, including the increase of GHG in the earth's 
atmosphere. If technological progress had not been encouraged by patents, then less (no 
additional) environmental damage would have occurred. This may have been the case 
originally but now, with the EPO's broader interpretation of the ordre public provision so as 
to exclude the patenting of inventions seriously damaging the environment, it is arguably 
no longer the case or at least to a lesser extent. On the other hand, the utilitarian rationale 
presupposes that patent laws should function as incentives to invent new technologies. 
Therefore, it should not prevent the patent laws from granting greater incentives to the 
development of especially valuable new technologies.110 This simple line of reasoning could 
solve the problem.  
*IIC 268  Nevertheless, there is scope for argument that the progress ideology includes 
the protection of the environment. One reason is that it aims at the improvement of human 
material conditions. A healthy environment is part of these material conditions. Even so, 
the almost religious belief that science will solve all problems, including that of global 
warming and more generally pollution, fails to convince everyone.111 Another arguably 
VWURQJHU UHDVRQ LVWKDW³SURJUHVV´  LVDYDJXHDQGPDOOHDEOHFRQFHSW7KH LQLWLal 18th 
century notion is limited to material progress. The belief is that material progress will lead 
to greater happiness, liberty and justice for all. It is easy to see with hindsight that this is 
not always (if at all) the case. The link between the two is less than certain (are we 
necessarily happier because we have mobile phones or bigger cars?). But progress is not 
limited to material progress. Progress can also consist in individual or collective spiritual 
happiness, including better social relationships. If the original 18th century belief is 
modified to focus on human needs rather than human wants, to extend to social progress 
(better human relationships), and even to the earth's needs (as encompassing all living 
and inanimate things), then there mD\EHVRPHKRSHWR³HWKLFDOO\´MXVWLI\DQGWKHUHE\
give a more solid and socially acceptable basis to patent law. With this extended notion of 
progress, the furtherance of environmental protection is fully within the utilitarian function, 
which is, as we know, still the dominant justification for patents. In other words, it can be 
said that it is the function of patent law to promote eco-friendly inventions because 
progress must improve not only human but also animal and plant life. From being 
anthropocentric, patent law becomes biocentric or even ecocentric.112 Remodelling the 
incentive function in this way, that is, away from the 18th century western Enlightenment 
view of purely material progress, allows the consideration within patent laws of 
environmental concerns.  
As to the disclosure function, the same assumption that industrial progress is desirable to 
society underlies it, and therefore it can also be retained if the *IIC 269  belief is modified 
in the same way. Thus the argument made above for the incentive theory is equally 
applicable.  
Some commentators have made arguments beyond the patent law rationales, on general 
terms, not linked to the environment. Simply, there is no compelling reason why patent law 
cannot be used for other than purely economic ends;113 for instance, as a tool to regulate 
the impact of technology on the environment or health.114 Further, some have even argued 
that we can perhaps re-shape our intellectual property laws as we go along, as the 
prescriptive power of any of the current theories is very limited, notwithstanding their 
value.115 Others have recently challenged the view, which is generally taken for granted, 
that intellectual property protection has an objective at all, or else is an end in itself.116 Yet 
others argue that, based on the information we have, we could differentiate.117 Accordingly, 
the invention would have to pass a test to be treated differently. For instance, we have 
information that the IT and the pharmaceutical industries regard patents differently. Whilst 
the IT industry does not generally need patents in order to innovate, the pharmaceutical 
LQGXVWU\KHDYLO\GHSHQGVRQWKHP7RGLIIHUHQWLDWHZHZRXOGQHHGWRGHYLVHD³VWDEOH
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teVW´ 118 It has been asked, again generally, whether, as the evidence that patents 
motivate inventive activity is inconclusive, we should perhaps look at other reasons for 
keeping patents.119 ,PSOLFLWO\WKLVPD\PHDQZHVKRXOGEH³IUHHG´IURPDQH[FOXVLYHO\
economic approach to patents.  
The indeterminacy of economic analysis, at the very least, should be understood as an 
opportunity, an obligation, to engage in a qualitative analysis of patent policy that takes 
into account not only economic growth but other values including the content and process 
of production, and fair distribution of social goods.120   
Finally, recent economic studies also lead to the belief that uniformity within intellectual 
property laws leads to welfare losses, meaning that differentia *IIC 270  tion makes sense 
economically.121 But beyond that, in our view, we may also need more differentiation, not 
only for economic reasons, but because differentiation leads to more justice. Whilst the law 
may be guided by economics, it must not forget other aspects like the public interest and 
human rights,122 including more broadly sustainable development. To be subversive but 
only to spur the debate, who said we were constrained by goals or functions?  
If some or all the arguments made in this sub-section are valid, patent laws should be 
modified according to the general criterion of social utility and the more specific criterion 
(sub-category of utility) of the environmental impact of the invention, and even more 
specifically its carbon footprint. The first question to ask before granting a patent would be: 
how is this invention benefiting society as a whole, taking into account not only humans but 
the environment (i.e. plants, animals, climate, earth)? What are the consequences of the 
invention on the environment? It is not because it is new and inventive that it is necessarily 
always good or useful to society.  
But the ultimate question before thinking further would be: is this the right way to cater for 
environmental concerns? Should this not be the exclusive role of environmental laws? Are 
environmental laws not already providing the answer? In other words, how should 
environmental concerns, including the reduction of GHG, be addressed in general, within 
patent laws, environmental laws and other laws? The question whether the protection of 
the environment is part of patent law's role or is extrinsic to it (in other words, that it is the 
role of environmental laws only) has significant consequences. If the first approach is 
adopted, patent laws must either discourage polluting inventions or encourage green ones, 
or both. On the other hand, if the regulation of the environment is entirely left to 
environmental law, patents can still be granted on some polluting inventions. However, 
this would send conflicting messages to inventors. It is right for me to obtain a patent on a 
polluting product or process, but on the other hand, I cannot exploit it as such (because 
environmental law prohibits it). On the one hand, the state endorses the invention; on the 
other, it condemns it.123 Incidentally, this does *IIC 271  not sit well with the public 
VDQFWLRQ³MXVWLILFDWLRQ´0RUHRYHULIHQYLURQPHQWDOFRQFHUQVDUHQRW LQWHJUDWHGZLWKLQ
patent laws, there is no incentive to invent green technologies as they will not be better 
rewarded than others, so why bother to make the extra effort?  
These questions are answered in another previously published article.124 For the benefit of 
the reader, they are briefly summarised here. The environmental provisions of the EC 
Treaty (ECT) require that patent laws take environmental concerns and especially the 
problem of global warming into account. According to Art. 6 ECT, ³ HQYLURQPHQWDO
protection requirements must be integrated into the definition and implementation of the 
Community policies and activities referred to in Article 3, in particular with a view to 
SURPRWLQJVXVWDLQDEOHGHYHORSPHQW´$UWLFOHOLVWVDPRQJRWhers: (h) the approximation 
of the laws of Member States to the extent required for the functioning of the internal 
market, (m) the strengthening of the competitiveness of Community industry, and (n) 
promotion of research and technological development. These three policies are the most 
relevant in respect of intellectual property.  
Currently, patent laws do not integrate the environmental principles. A reform of patent 
law is therefore in order. Concretely, how can patent laws be reshaped to respect the 
principle of integration of environmental principles? Three systems can be envisaged: 
negative, positive or mixed. In all cases, patent laws would add a requirement of 
eco-friendliness for each invention. Within this sub-category, one could further distinguish 
inventions that emit less or no GHG. A negative system (preventing the patenting of 
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polluting inventions) is already to some extent in place by virtue of the interpretation of Art. 
53(a) EPC. Only inventions meeting a certain threshold would be considereG³JUHHQ´DQG
therefore patentable. A positive system is not yet in place but would require a preferential 
treatment of green inventions in comparison with other inventions. If the invention were to 
exceed the eco-friendliness requirement, it would receive favoured treatment.125 Several 
treatments can be envisaged and can be applied alone or in combination to such especially 
green inventions (e.g. faster examination, reduction of patent office fees, longer term of 
SURWHFWLRQ«126 A mixed system would prohibit polluting inventions and at the same time 
favour eco-friendly ones and is, it is submitted, the best system. The way the system would 
work is as follows. The inventor would indicate in his patent application that its invention 
fulfils the criterion of eco-friendliness. This criterion needs to be tailored to respect the 
targets set by environmental law. As far as global warming is concerned, *IIC 272  it could 
be said that, in order to be patented, every process or product that emits GHG should emit 
8% less than the product's emissions in 1990 (the target the EU agreed to respect in the 
context of the ratification of Kyoto Protocol). If the invention emits even less than this 
target, it would qualify to receive preferential treatment. This treatment can be modulated 
in function of the degree of eco-friendliness of the invention. The relevant regulatory body 
(e.g. European Environmental Agency) would check whether the product or process fulfils 
these requirements and advise the patent office.  
Conclusion   
It is generally agreed that patent laws in Europe are mainly neutral. They neither 
encourage nor prevent the patenting of certain inventions over others. But this statement 
is a façade. Patent laws are not as neutral as they may seem at first glance, unless it can 
EHDUJXHGWKDWWKH³H[FHSWLRQV´UHYLHZHGLQWKLVDUWLFOHDUHWKHUHWRFRQILUPWKHUXle. In 
fact, patent laws even cater, to some extent, for the protection of the environment. A 
closer look shows that, by means of Art. 53(a) EPC and corresponding national provisions, 
SDWHQW ODZVDOEHLW ³QHJDWLYHO\´ DQGSDUWLDOO\127 fulfil this latter aim. The century-long 
prohibition of immoral inventions may provide an argument for the continuing prevention 
within patent law of polluting inventions and, beyond that, may somewhat encourage 
green patenting. But this role is not precisely defined in the case law, let alone in the 
statutory law. In view of the urgency of the present climatic situation, we need to do more. 
Current justifications do not prevent taking environmental concerns, and more particularly 
climate change, into account and some even seem amenable to it. Also, since each 
justification is arguably independent from each other,128 i.e. we do not need to follow them 
all to justify having patents, it is easy to re-shape patent laws so that they cater for the 
protection of nature, including cooling the planet. The incentive and disclosure functions, 
which still underlie current patent laws, can accommodate environmental protection. 
Although the specific issue of patent laws' role in environmental protection has not yet 
been debated much, let alone recently,129 the majority of commentators who have 
discussed it are also in favour of treating beneficial inventions, and specifically green ones, 
differently. In addition, in a more general way, minds recently seem to be open to the fact 
that patent justifications may, perhaps owing to many changing factors this century, have 
to be completely re-assessed. It would definitely be worth rethinking the justifications for 
and the roles of patent laws in depth, as transformations have occurred since legislation 
was drafted in the 19th century, given two centuries of tremendous, incredibly fast and 
sometimes wild scientific develop *IIC 273  ment. In this light, and specifically concerning 
environmental protection, it is submitted that patent laws should be rethought in order to 
satisfy human needs rather than wants, but also those of the planet as a whole. The fact 
WKDWSDWHQWVFRXOGEHFRPHPRUHHFRFHQWULFDQG\HVLQDZD\³HWKLFDO´ZRXOGEHPRUH
than welcome now, at a time when the public's resentment towards intellectual property in 
general and patents in particular is growing rapidly. We disagree with the view that the EPO 
should not be promoting and preserving morality and that a change from the current 
light-touch regime would not be justified because the three necessary conditions - ³VRPH
event impelling a re-think and consequent change; some significant benefits for society; no 
LPSDLUPHQWRIWKHSDWHQWV\VWHPLQVHUYLQJLWVSULPDU\SXUSRVH´- are not fulfilled.130 On 
WKHFRQWUDU\JOREDOZDUPLQJLVVXFKDQHYHQWWKDWVRFLHW\ZRXOGJUHDWO\EHQHILWIURP³HYHU
JUHHQHUSDWHQWODZV´ZKLFKGRHVQRWGHWUDFWIURPSDWHQWODZ
VSULPDU\SXUSRVHLIWKLV
means the incentive and/or disclosure functions. Finally, favoured treatment could be 
crafted without contradicting the EPC or TRIPs so that we would respect our international 
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obligations.131   
This article has shown that patent law already, even if partially and timidly, safeguards the 
environment and also that it is open to a fuller role in this respect. The next question is 
whether patent law should be fulfilling this role in addition to environmental law. And if so, 
what role - modest or more pronounced - it should play in the prevention of pollution and 
the reduction of GHG, and how it should be implemented in practice. In a previous 
publication,132 the author has provided positive answers to the questions that are 
summarised here.  
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Incentive &RQXQGUXP´SDSHUGHOLYHUHGDWWKH$QQXDO$75,3&RQJUHVV³&DQRQHVL]HILWDOO"´LQ³3URFHHGLQJVRIWKH$75,3
&RQIHUHQFH´RQILOHZLWKWKHDXWKRUVWDWLQJWKDW0DFKOXSDQG3HQURVHFRXOGDOVRKDYHFLWHGDILIWKMXVWLILFDWLRQ³ the 
personal value of inventions to their inventors, along the Hegelian lines of a µGURLW PRUDO´¶   
15.  FISHER, supra note 14, at 3.  
16.  Ibid.   
17.  Ibid, at 3-4, referring to HUGHES, supra note 14, at 330-350.  
18.  In the EPC and national patent laws, though, there is a right for the inventor to be named in the patent application (Art. 62 
EPC; Sec. 13 UK Patents Act 1977).  
19.  MACHLUP & PENROSE, supra note 12, at 10.  
20.  Ibid, at 11, adding that any one of them may be upheld if the other three should be rejected; V. DENICOLO & L. FRANZONI, 
³7KHFRQWUDFWWKHRU\RISDWHQWV´,QWHUQDWLRQDO5HYLHZRI/DZDQG(FRQRPLFV³WKHGLVFORVXUHPRWLYHDORQH
VXIILFHVWRMXVWLI\WKHJUDQWRISDWHQWV´DQGDW³&OHDUO\WKHUHZDUGDQGWKHFRQWUDFWWKHRU\DUHFRPSOHPHQWDU\UDWKer than 
alternative. However, eaFKRIWKHPLVORJLFDOO\LQGHSHQGHQWRIWKHRWKHU´0),6+(5³&ODVVLFDOHFRQRPLFVDQGSKLORVRSK\RIWKH
SDWHQW V\VWHP´   ,34    - 3+,//,36 	 $ ),57+ ³ ,QWURGXFWLRQ WR ,QWHOOHFWXDO 3URSHUW\ /DZ´   /RQGRQ
Butterworth, 4th ed., 2001), WKHUHLV³MXVWLILFDWLRQIRUDGRSWLQJDSRVLWLRQZKLFKVHHNVWRUHFRJQLVHWKHHVVHQWLDODWWUDFWLYHIRUFH
of each [justification], by maintaining that the continental approach emphasises the importance of man's aspirations to justice 
under the law, while the common law approach focuses firmly upon the concept of lex lata as the final arbiter of man's claims to 
MXVWLFH´Contra :&251,6+	'//(:(/<1³,QWHOOHFWXDOSURSHUW\SDWHQWVFRS\ULJKWWUDGHPDUNVDQGDOOLHGULJKWV´  141-142 
/RQGRQ6ZHHW	0D[ZHOOWKHG³7KHH[SHULHQFHZLWKELRWHFKQRORJ\XQGHUVFRUHVKRZWKHMXVWLILFDWLRQVIRUWKHSDWHnt 
V\VWHPDUHQRWLQGHSHQGHQW5DWKHUWKH\DUHFXPXODWLYHDQGHDFKLPSRVHVLWVOLPLWDWLRQV´ 
21.  See e.g. FISHER, supra note 20; DRAHOS, supra note 14.  
22.  F.-.%(,(5³)XWXUHSUREOHPVRISDWHQWODZ´,,&-426 (1972); Asahi Kasei Kogyo [1991] RPC 485, 523 (HL), (the 
³XQGHUO\LQJSXUSRVHRIWKHSDWHQWV\VWHPLVWKHHQFRXUDJHPHQWRILPSURYHPHQWVDQGLQQRYDWLRQ´SHU/RUG2OLYHU 
23.  FISHER, supra note 14, at 20, thinks this notion of neutrality is also present in the labour theory.  
24.  W. VAN CAE1(*(0³,QWHOOHFWXDO3URSHUW\/DZDQGWKH,GHDRI3URJUHVV´,34 
25.  BEIER, supra QRWHDW13,5(6'(&$59$/+2³ 7KH75,3V5HJLPHRI3DWHQW5LJKWV´7KH+DJXH.OXZHU/DZ
,QWHUQDWLRQDO'$/(;$1'(5³6RPHWKHPHVLQLQWHOOHFWXDOSURSHUW\DQGWKHHQYLURQPHQW´5HYLHZRI(XURSHDQ
&RPPXQLW\ DQG ,QWHUQDWLRQDO (QYLURQPHQWDO /DZ   ³ ,W does not contain particularly strong incentives for 
research and development in particular areas, not [sic @GRHVLWVHHNWRµSHQDOLVH¶LQYHQWLRQVZKLFKKDYHXQGHVLUDEOHHIIHFWV
H[FHSWLQH[WUHPHFDVHV´ 
26.  F.-.%(,(5³([FOXVLYHULJKWVVWDWXWRU\OLFHQFHVDQGFRPSXOVRU\OLFHQFHVLQSDWHQWDQGXWLOLW\PRGHOODZ´,,&
255-FLWLQJ+8//5,&+³'LHZHWWEHZHUEV-politische Behandlung gewerbliFKHU6FKXW]UHFKWHLQGHU(:*´
(Dealing with Industrial Property Rights Under EEC-Competition Policy), 1984 GRUR Int. 89, 92; SHERMAN & ATKINSON, 
supra note 11, at 169; VAN CAENEGEM, supra note 24, at 250.  
27.  SHERMAN & ATKINSON, supra QRWHDW%6+(50$1	/%(17/<³7KHTXHVWLRQRISDWHQWLQJOLIH´LQ/%(17/<	
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60$1,$7,6³,QWHOOHFWXDO3URSHUW\DQG(WKLFV3HUVSHFWLYHVRQ,QWHOOHFWXDO3URSHUW\´109, 117, Vol. 4 (London, Sweet & Maxwell, 
1998), noting that in contrast with the 19th century, questions of judgement have not been made in intellectual property in the 
20th century. We only agree in part as the notion of morality is present in intellectual property laws in the 20th century (see e.g. 
Art. 8 Design Directive, Art. 3(1)(f)Trade Mark Directive; there is no similar rule in EU copyright Directives but UK copyright 
decisions embrace this notion. See Glyn v. Weston Feature Film Co. [1916] 1 Ch 261 (Ch D); Attorney General v. Guardian No. 2 
[1990] 1 AC 109 (HL)). For the discussion of patents, see below, section 2.  
28/%(17/<	%6+(50$1³,QWHOOHFWXDO3URSHUW\/DZ´2[IRUG2[IRUG8QLYHUVLW\3UHVVQGHG&251,6+	
LLEWELLYN, supra note 20, at 142.  
29.  BENTLY & SHERMAN, supra note 28, at 328.  
30.  MACHLUP & PENROSE, supra note 12, at 10.  
31.  BENTLY & SHERMAN, supra note 28, at 328-329, fn. 24.  
32.  VAN CAENEGEM, supra note 24, at 239. Apart from the quoted contribution, to the author's knowledge, this issue has not 
been debated in European intellectual property legal scholarship. Some American commentators have discussed the issue in 
relation to the meaning of the U.S. Constitution's Patent and Copyright Clause. See e.g. 0&+21³3RVWPRGHUQµ3URJUHVV¶
5HFRQVLGHULQJWKH&RS\ULJKWDQG3DWHQW3RZHU´'H3DXO/DZ5HYLHZ032//$&.³:KDWLV&RQJUHVV6XSSRVHGWR
3URPRWH"'HILQLQJµ3URJUHVV¶LQ$UWLFOHI, Section 8, Clause 8 of the United States Constitution, or Introducing the Progress 
&ODXVH´1HEUDVND/DZ5HYLHZ0%,51+$&.³7KH,GHDRI3URJUHVVLQ&RS\ULJKW/DZ´%XIIDOR,QWHOOHFWXDO
3URSHUW\ /DZ -RXUQDO   $ 0225( ³ ,QWHllectual Property, Innovation, and Social Progress: The Case Against 
Incentive-%DVHG$UJXPHQWV´+DPOLQH/DZ5HYLHZ,QDQ\FDVH9DQ&DHQHJHP
VLQ-depth comments are more 
than sufficient for our limited purposes.  
33.  VAN CAENEGEM, supra note 24, at 241-242.  
34.  Ibid.   
35.  Ibid, at 242.  
36.  Ibid, at 241.  
37.  Ibid, at 242.  
38.  VAN CAENEGEM, supra note 24, at 247. See also -$8%5(<³$MXVWLILFDWLRQRIWKHSDWHQWV\VWHP´LQ-3+,//,36HG
³3DWHQWVLQSHUVSHFWLYHDFROOHFWLRQRIHVVD\V´2[IRUG(6&3XEOLVKLQJZKREOXQWO\DIILUPVWKDWSDWHQWVLQFUHDVe 
consumer choice and thereby improve the consumer's standard of living.  
39.  VAN CAENEGEM, supra note 24, at 245-246.  
40.  Ibid, at 246.  
41.  Ibid, at 254.  
42.  Ibid, at 251.  
43.  One can easily make the comparison between this idea and that of a spoilt child who always wants the latest gadget.  
44.  SHERMAN & BENTLY, supra note 27, at 109.  
456HFWLRQRIWKH3DWHQWV$FWVWDWHG³UHIXVDORIDSSOLFDWLRQLQFHUWDLQFDVHVLILWDSSHDUVWRWKHFRPSWUROOHUin the 
case of any application for a patent - (a) that it is frivolous on the ground that it claims as an invention anything obviously contrary 
to well-established natural laws; or (b) that the use of the invention in respect of which the application is made would be contrary 
WRODZRUPRUDOLW\«´ 
46.  Statute of Monopolies, Sec. 6. DRAHOS, supra QRWHDW$50,7$*(	'$9,6³3DWHQWVDQG0RUDOLW\LQ3HUVSHFWLYH´
(Common Law Institute of Intellectual Property, London, 1994).  
47.  Section 86 of the Patent and Designs Act 1883 gave power to the Comptroller General of the Patent Office to refuse to grant 
DSDWHQWZKHUH³WKHXVHZRXOGLQKLVRSLQLRQEHFRQWUDU\WRODZRUPRUDOLW\´ . Cited by ARMITAGE & DAVIS, supra note 46, at 
28.  
48.  In French in the text (the term comes from the French Civil Code). It is not really translatable into English but it roughly means 
public policy. ARMITAGE & DAVIS, supra QRWHDW'%(</(9(/'	5%52:16:25'³0LFH0RUDOLW\DQG3DWHQWV´-62 
(Common Law Institute of Intellectual Property, London, 1993), give an interpretation of the concepts of morality and ordre public 
LQWKH(3&DQGFRQFOXGHWKDWERWKWHUPVIDOOZLWKLQWKHFRQFHSWRI³SXEOLFPRUDOLW\´ZKLFKFRQFHUQVFRQGXFWOHJLWLPDWHO\Vubject 
to public regulation. Ordre public is only concerned with the foundations of civil governance, i.e. with the rule of law, whilst 
morality covers all other aspects of public morality.  
49$UWLFOH75,3VVWDWHVWKDW³0HPEHUVPD\H[FOXGHIURPSDWHQWDELOLW\LQYHQtions, the prevention within their territory of 
the commercial exploitation of which is necessary to protect ordre public or morality, including to protect human, animal or plant 
life or health or to avoid serious prejudice to the environment, provided that such exclusion is not made merely because the 
H[SORLWDWLRQLVSURKLELWHGE\WKHLUODZ´53$921,³%LRVDIHW\DQGLQWHOOHFWXDOSURSHUW\ULJKWVEDODQFLQJWUDGHDQGHQYLUonmental 
security - the jurisprudence of the European Patent Office as a paradigm oIDQLQWHUQDWLRQDOSXEOLFSROLF\LVVXH´LQ))5$1&21,
HG³(QYLURQPHQWKXPDQULJKWVDQGLQWHUQDWLRQDOWUDGH´2[IRUG+DUWPHQWLRQVWKDW³QRMXGLFLDOGHFLVLRQVKDve 
been taken at WTO level specifically dealing with the environmental exFHSWLRQWRSDWHQWDELOLW\SURYLGHGIRULQDUWLFOH75,3V´ 
50.  The decisions have also been sparse in member countries of the EPC, with only gambling devices and contraceptives as 
unpatentable subject-matter on the basis of the morality provision, ARMITAGE & DAVIS, supra note 46, at 29-39 (they surveyed 
the UK, France, the Netherlands and Germany up to 1994).  
51.  ALEXANDER, supra QRWHDW7KHJXLGHOLQHVDW,9VWDWHWKDW³WKHSXUSRVHRIWKLVLVWRH[FOXGHIURPSURWHFWLRQ
inventions likely to induce riot or public disoUGHURUWROHDGWRFULPLQDORURWKHUJHQHUDOO\RIIHQVLYHEHKDYLRXU´See ARMITAGE & 
DAVIS, supra note 46, at 41. Contra BEYLEVELD & BROWNSWORD, supra note 48, at 115, who argue that reading Art. 52(1) EPC 
as enshrining a general principle of narrow interpretation of the Convention's exceptions is erroneous.  
52.  ARMITAGE & DAVIS, supra note 46, at 26.  
53.  Harvard/Onco-Mouse [1990] EPOR 4; [1989] OJ EPO 451 (Exam.); case T 19/90 [1990] EPOR 501; [1990] OJ EPO 476 
(Technical Board of Appeal); [1991] EPOR 525 (Exam.); case T 315/03 (EPO Board of Appeal, July 2004) (Onco-Mouse ). 
The latter is the final authoritative decision on Onco-Mouse. Plant Genetic Systems (PGS), 21 February 1995, case T 
0356/93 [1995] OJ EPO 545; [1995] EPOR 357 (PGS ). Another case, dating from 1991 and involving a patent by Upjohn 
for a mouse genetically modified to lose hair, simply applies the rationale in Onco-Mouse. For a report of the case, see The 
Independent, 2 February 1992, cited by BENTLY & SHERMAN, supra note 28, at 436.  
54.  Onco-Mouse [1991] EPOR 525, at 527; Plant Genetic Systems, supra note 53, at 367, 372.  
55.  PGS, at 366; Onco-Mouse, case T 0315/03, supra note 53, point 10.2 of the Reasons.  
56.  PGS, DW)RU$3/20(5(7$/³6WHPFHOOSDWHQWV(XURSHDQSDWHQW ODZDQGHWKLFV5HSRUW´)3³/LIHVFLHQFHV
JHQRPLFV DQG ELRWHFKQRORJ\ IRU KHDOWK´  66$ /66%-CT-2004-005251, 109, available at 
http://www.nottingham.ac.uk/law/StemCellProject/project.report.pdf (last visited 7 August 2008), the EPO's definition of the 
notion of ordre public is clearer than that of the notion of morality. We can agree with the report (at 95) that morality is a flexible 
concept: it is different in different countries and changes over time.  
57.  PGS, supra note 53, at 366.  
58.  Ibid, at 370.  
59.  Ibid, at 368, referring to case T19/90, Onco-Mouse, in particular, point 5 of the Reasons. As noted by SHERMAN & BENTLY, 
supra note 27, at 116, the EPO does not have any choice as Art. 53(a) very clearly forces it to assess the potential immorality or 
offence to ordre public of every invention.  
60.  PGS, supra note 95, at 369. In short, the Board almost completely ruled out the possibility to use surveys. See also case T 
0315/03, Onco-Mouse, supra note 53, point 10.2 of the Reasons. T. SOMMER ³,QWHUSUHWLQJordre public and morality in a patent 
ODZFRQWH[WZKLFKLVWKHFRUUHFWDSSURDFK"´%/65-07), is in favour of this position.  
61.  Case T 315/03, Onco-Mouse, supra note 53, point 10.5 of the Reasons.  
62.  Onco-Mouse [1991] EPOR 525, 528.  
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63.  ##  
64.  PGS, supra note 95, at 373. Subsequently, in case T 315/03, Onco-Mouse, supra note 53, point 10.7-10.10 of reasons, the 
%RDUGDOVRVDLGWKDW³LQDQLPDOPDQLSXODWLRQFDVHVWKHWHVWLQ7LVDSSURSULDWH´,WDGGHGWKDWLWLV³PDLQO\´WKH test but 
other arguments can be made as long as they are evidenced (therefore not disagreeing with the ruling in PGS ).  
65.  PGS, supra note 53, at 373.  
66.  In case T 315/03, Onco-Mouse, supra QRWHSRLQWRIWKH5HDVRQVWKH%RDUGQRWHVWKDWWKHWLPHIRUZKLFK³$UWLFOH
53(a) EPC assessment is to be made must be the effective date (filing or priority date) of the patent or application in suit although 
ODWHUHYLGHQFHPD\DOVREHWDNHQLQWRDFFRXQWSURYLGHGLWLVGLUHFWHGWRWKHSRVLWLRQDVDWWKHHIIHFWLYHGDWH´ 
67.  PGS, at 372.  
68.  Ibid, DW7KH%RDUGPHPEHUV VWDWHG WKDW WKH\ ³ ILQG WKHPVHOYHV side-by-side with an increasing number of other 
authoritiHV´HPSKDVLVDGGHG 
69.  Ibid, at 371. The Board gives the example of pharmaceutical patents that are granted on the basis of preliminary in vitro 
testing or animal data before any human clinical data is available.  
70.  Onco-Mouse [1991] EPOR 525, 527.  
71.  PGS, supra note 53, at 18.4.  
72.  SOMMER, supra note 60, at 69.  
73.  Directive 98/44/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 6 July 1998 on the legal protection of biotechnological 
inventions, OJ EC L 213, 30 July 1998, at 13-21.  
74.  SOMMER, supra note 60, at 62.  
75.  Ibid, at 65. See also implicitly, case T 315/03, Onco-Mouse, supra note 53, points 10.4 and 10.10 of the Reasons, on the 
morality concept.  
76.  In the UK, courts are bound by the EPO's appellate decisions. See Sec. 91(1) of the Patents Act 1977.  
77.  SHERMAN & ATKINSON, supra note 11, at 169-170, who also briefly mention that selection patents and military and Crown 
inventions also benefit from a favoured regime.  
78.  See e.g. the European Medicines Agency (EMEA).  
79.  Regulation No. 1768/2 of 18 June 1992 concerning the creation of a supplementary protection certificate for medicinal 
products, 1992 OJ EC L 182/1; Regulation No. 1610/96 of the European Parliament and the council, of 23 July 1996 concerning 
the creation of a supplementary protection certificate for plant protection products, 1996 OJ EC L 198/30.  
80.  Article 63(2)(b) nevertheless allows members to prolong the patent term if the product or process has to undergo an 
administrative authorisation procedure required by law before it can be put on the market in that State.  
81.  For more information on the system and the calculation of the term, see BENTLY & SHERMAN, supra note 28, at 586; 
TORREMANS, supra note 7, at 152 et seq.   
82.  FISHER, supra QRWHDWFLWLQJ50$&),(³ The patent question under free trade: a solution of the difficulties by 
DEROLVKLQJRUVKRUWHQLQJWKHLQYHQWRU
VPRQRSRO\DQGLQVWLWXWLQJQDWLRQDOUHFRPSHQVHV´/RQGRQ:-RKQVRQQGHG 
83.  SHERMAN & BENTLY, supra note 27, at 117.  
84.  Ibid, at 118.  
85.  Ibid, at 120.  
86.  Ibid.   
87.  Ibid, at 117.  
885%/80³7KHWKUHDWWRRXUHQYLURQPHQWDQGWKHSURWHFWLRQRILQWHOOHFWXDOSURSHUW\´,QGXVWULDO3URSHUW\
248-249, citing 29 January 1970, 871 Official Gazette 673 (for the U.S.); and 1 Patent and Engineering, Tokyo No. 1, 20 
May 1971. See also BEIER, supra note 22, at 445.  
89.  BEIER, supra note 22, at 444.  
90.  BLUM, supra note 88, at 243-244.  
91.  Ibid, at 247.  
92.  BEIER, supra note 22, at 423. More recently, this also seemed to be the view of the Vice-President of the EPO, Manuel De 
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93.  BEIER, supra note 22, at 444.  
94.  Ibid, at 442. Incidentally, an American author recently reminded us that originally, and technically still today, in the United 
States, patents are granted if they are socially useful. See ):$6+.2³6KRXOGHWKLFVSOD\DVSHFLDOUROHLQSDWHQWODZ"´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98.  See section 2.2., supra note 53.  
99.  SHERMAN & ATKINSON, supra note 11, at 169-DOVRQRWLQJWKDW³>2@QHVKRXOGEHJLQWRTXHVWLRQWKHDSSURSULDWHQHVVDQG
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1999) EIPR 441, 449, 
³QRUHJXODWRU\V\VWHPFRQQHFWHGZLWKWHFKQRORJ\FDQUHPDLQDORRIIURPPRUDOGHEDWHDQGWKHUHVSRQVLELOLW\RIFRQWURO´ 
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